Other theologians accented similar themes from different perspectives. Emile Mersch, seeking Christological underpinning for his effort to develop a comprehensive theology of the Mystical Body, concentrated speculatively on the perfection of Christ's human nature by the Incarnation. 5 Bernhard Weite offered stimulating reflections on Chalcedon's teaching that Christ is homoousios with us as well as with the Father. 6 Finally, Karl Rahner's influential programmatic essay on two natures-as the reference point for its own further reflections on Christological topics. It was not without reason that Alois Grillmeier's thorough survey of contemporary Catholic Christology, originally published in 1957, was largely concerned with speculative questions about the hypostatic union.
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Apart from texts in the field of fundamental theology, which studied Jesus in relation to the foundation of faith, 11 such orientation on Chaicedon prevailed in Catholic Christology until about 1970. It is still evident in the venturesome Dutch Christology of the mid to late 1960s, which accented the humanity of Christ far more strongly than did its predecessors; even Piet Schoonenberg's The Christ, a controversial work originally published in 1969, reflects the same pattern, for though Schoonenberg reversed traditional positions on a number of issues, he remained committed to the standard set of questions.
12 Similarly, the international multi-volume dogmatics textbook Mysterium Salutis, broadly representative of European Catholic theology in the decade following the Second Vatican Council, provided no thematic treatment of the historical Jesus despite incorporating an extended discussion of biblical themes into its presentation of Christology. 14 A similar emphasis is also notable in some approaches to liberation theology 15 Christ to the Jesus of history, 17 while generally acknowledged in recent literature, is construed in divergent ways. Some theologians, especially those writing in a more popular vein, seem to consider the transition a mere change in language without alteration of content. This presumption appears to underlie both Daniel Helminiak's apparent identification of the historical Jesus with the human Jesus in his statement that "a main concern of contemporary christology is to root Christian claims about Jesus in the historical Jesus, in the human Jesus," 18 and Donald Goergan's equation of focus on the historical Jesus with concentration on the humanity of Christ. 19 If taken in this sense, the shift in Christological vocabulary would express no more than a preference for terminology forged in the history of modern biblical research over language redolent of patristic and scholastic theology.
In fact, however, the change in reference from the humanity of Christ to the Jesus of history reflects more than a rhetorical twist accompanying a relocation of emphasis; far from being a modification within a stable theoretical model, it is a paradigm shift necessitated by engagement with a new set of issues and distinctions. 20 The scope of the transition is visible in the impossibility of pairing "divinity of Christ" with "Jesus of history" or "humanity of Christ" with "Christ of faith." In Chalcedonian terms, the Jesus of history is "truly God and truly man" (DS 301); "Jesus of history" is not equivalent to "humanity of Christ," however true it remains that his human nature is more susceptible to historical investigation than is his divinity. Similarly, "Christ of faith" is not synonymous with "divinity of Christ," for in 17 In order to illustrate this terminological point, it may be helpful to consider some language employed by Pope John Paul II in Redemptoris missio, his encyclical on the Church's missionary task. In the course of an introductory chapter on "Jesus Christ, the Only Savior," the pope insists that "it is not permissible to separate Jesus from the Christ or to speak of the ^historical Jesus' as if he were someone other than the 'Christ of faith.' " 21 The impossibility of substituting references to the humanity and divinity of Christ for the references in this passage to the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith demonstrates the conceptual difference between Chalcedonian terminology and the Christological vocabulary used here by the pope: an orthodox Christian not only can but must speak of a humanity of Christ which (not "who") differs from his divinity. The point which the pope makes in this sentence, while completely compatible with the teaching of Chalcedon, addresses issues which were not at stake in the fifth-century controversies and which cannot be articulated in the terminology ofthat council. As this example shows, simply to observe that "whereas an older theology emphasizes Jesus' divinity, contemporary theology emphasizes his humanity" 22 is to understate, if not misconstrue, the sea change that has occurred in recent Christological thought.
Despite the significance of the reorientation of theological attention on the historical Jesus, many important theological dimensions of issues relative to the Jesus of history remain disputed and obscure. In an effort to clarify the theological implications of the modern refocussing of theological interest on the historical Jesus, this article will examine certain aspects of the current discussion and weigh their significance for systematic theology. More specifically, it will (1) note two major factors which have contributed to the shift in orientation from the humanity of Christ to the Jesus of history in modern Roman Catholic Christology and influenced the form which the new focus has assumed, (2) identify some questions about the historical Jesus which are of primary concern to systematic theology, and considerations, which are highly significant for the future development of Christology. In view of the complexity of the issues, each section will inevitably be selective; in keeping with the article's primary concern, each section will concentrate on the implications of orientation on the historical Jesus for Roman Catholic systematic theology. 23 No suggestion is intended that research on the historical Jesus is or should be limited to a theological agenda, or that reflection on the historical Jesus exhausts the task of contemporary Christology. TWO 
Integration of Fundamental and Dogmatic Theology
Contemporary Catholic theologians typically seek to integrate into dogmatic Christology the Christological issues formerly treated in fundamental theology. In the neo-scholastic theology which prevailed in Catholic circles in the first half of this century, dogmatic theology logically presupposed that foundational Christological questions (e.g., Why believe in Jesus?) and many ecclesiological issues (including the teaching authority of ecumenical councils) had been satisfactorily resolved at the prior stage of fondamental theology. Given this basis, dogmatic Christology could begin with the doctrine of Chalcedon and dedicate itself to studying its presuppositions and pursuing its implications.
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While the neo-scholastic approach to apologetics has fallen into disfavor in recent years, the issues with which it was occupied cannot be 
Meaning of Christological Statements
A second factor in the shift of interest from the humanity of Christ to the Jesus of history lies in the desire of contemporary systematic theologians to reexamine the meaning of basic Christological assertions. In the past, it was often presupposed that the content of such terms as "Messiah" and "resurrection" was clear; all that seemed nec- the Jesus of history did not make himself the direct object of his own preaching. The lack of explicit Christological statements on the part of the historical Jesus has at times contributed to a general aversion to Christological doctrine. Thus, a century ago, despite the recognition that "It is not as a mere factor that he [Jesus] is connected with the Gospel; he was its personal realization and its strength, and this he is felt to be still, 99 Adolf von Harnack's conviction that u the Gospel, as Jesus proclaimed it, has to do with the Father only and not with the Son," led in his judgment to a unitarian conception of God. 40 In a similar vein, Thomas Sheehan recently claimed that Peter's articulation of his acceptance of Jesus' preaching of the kingdom of God in terms which incorporated reference to the person of Jesus distorted Jesus' message by wrongly linking the kingdom of God with Jesus himself, thus paving the way for the betrayal of the core of Jesus' preaching from the very start of Christianity.
Personal Presuppositions of Jesus' Preaching and Actions

An initial area of inquiry concerns the personal presuppositions and implications of
41
In contrast to such concentration on the presence or absence of explicit Christological statements on the part of the historical Jesus, contemporary systematic theology typically seeks bases in Jesus' own life for Christological affirmations in a manner less direct than appeal to direct personal claims on Jesus' part. Recourse to such "implicit Christology" is necessary not only due to the lack (or paucity) of assured explicit Christological statements prior to Jesus' death and resurrection, but for more fundamental reasons as well. In isolation from implicit presuppositions, explicit verbal claims would in themselves be neither intelligible nor self-justifying. Thus, for example, apart from a clarifying context the meaning of "Messiah" would inevitably remain unclear. As Heinz Schürmann has noted, the implications of one's conduct can be less ambiguous and more profound than explicit use of even the most significant titles. sage and its bearer is not present in all instances, though it is not unusual for envoys to be praised or blamed for tidings which they merely convey. Even the content of a prophetic oracle is often unrelated to the person of the prophet. Were this the case with regard to Jesus, then Jesus would be no more than a theologically insignificant bearer of the message; acceptance of the content of his preaching would in principle entail no stance toward Jesus himself. 43 In contrast, an intrinsic connection between Jesus' person and his message enables the content of his public life to provide a foundation to Christology.
Instructive illustrations of recent approaches to this issue may be found in the writings of Edward Schillebeeckx and Karl Rahner. Schillebeeckx insists that, since nothing in public history could justify Jesus' confident proclamation of the coming of God's kingdom, the source and foundation of his public activity must be sought in a personal "abba-experience" on his part, a consciousness of profound intimacy with God, the benevolent opponent of all evil; 44 It must be acknowledged that simultaneous assertion that "the kingdom of God is among you" (Luke 17:21; present eschatology) and that "the kingdom of God is not yet among you" (future eschatology), or that salvation is simultaneously "already and not yet" present, appears at face value to be self-contradictory. The combination of such statements inevitably raises suspicion of seeking to have things both ways, of formulating claims in a manner which a priori immunizes them from possible refutation and is thus ideological in the pejorative sense. To address such problems, further theological reflection on the meaning of Christian interpretations of history and eschatology is necessary to clarify the differences in the use of the term "kingdom of God" in the two apparently contradictory statements. 56 The presence of both dimensions in the preaching of Jesus remains, however, a presupposition of such considerations. 
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Other authors, however, consider greater specification on Jesus' part to be both accessible to historical research and essential for the development of a comprehensive soteriology. In a closely reasoned analysis, Heinz Schürmann has argued against Rahner that additional information about Jesus is needed in order to justify speaking of his death as vicarious atonement. 65 Raymund Schwager has also sought to ground his soteriology in detailed appeal to Jesus' own interpretation of his death. 66 Although these issues cannot be pursued further here, it is clear that, while interpretation of the crucifixion on Jesus' part is less decisive for systematic theology than is his lived stance in the face of death, exegetical studies of both matters may have considerable impact on the development of a systematic soteriology. Pursuit of these issues, and of the matters discussed earlier in this article, will require weighing foundational theological questions from a variety of perspectives. Historical information about Jesus is but one of many elements which will need to be taken into account in such considerations. In view of the indispensability of this material, however, it is clear that study of the historical Jesus will continue to occupy a prominent place in systematic theology and that systematic theologians will need to attend carefully to the development of exegetical research in this field.
Origin of the Church and the Sakraments
but recognizes the obstacles this conception faces even among those who profess faith in the resurrection (256). 
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